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1. PURPOSE: This report-is in response to Work Order Number 65-13) submitted by Major 
H. Quintanilla, TDEW/UFO for an analysis of the pean negative and two prints. The 
following analysis represents a joint sah ide involving TDDPA (Photo Analysis) and TODPP 


(Photo Processing) . 
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2. ANALYSIS: ‘The setting for the photograph of the alleged UFO was 1010 hours, 21 October 
1965, vicinity of New Ulm, Minnesota, The photograph depicts a probable circular shaved 
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spot ort rather intense light rounded by 2 conical shaped "halo" against a complstely 
dense background. 
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The lack of a definitive Signature to the light spot and ths dense background completely 
devoid of objects of any kind, preciudes an interprevative type analysis. Further, the 
t be made from the information 


determination of which is top/bottom of ths object could no 
and/or prints and negative furnished. 
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The following comments in reference to the negative/prints and information furnished are 


gah 


piven in support of the aforementioned negative analysis. 

a. The one negative furnished is a copy and in all proabans.ity, not processed 
by Kodak Laboratories. Kodak uses only color internegative film (Type 5270) for trans- 
parancy reproductions. Further, the source letter indicates the original photograoch was 
shot with Zktachrome film : hereas the reproduced negative furnished shows Kodacolor filn. 

b. The reproduced negative furnished does not snow a frame maricing around ths 
photographed area. It is extremely unlikely that a camera exposed negative will fail 
to show a frame marking. . 
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: c, Constant density of background surrounding the alleged UFO is questionable. 
Somes contrast is normally evident even on a shot of a darkened sky. 
In view of the foregoing, @n analysis of the original negative might prove bansficial, 


en if only to clarify the above comments. 
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WILBER PRICE, JR. 
Director, Photo Exploitation Directorate 
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HEADQUARTERS 
934TH TROOP CARRIER GROUP, MEDIUM (RESERVE) 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
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REPLY TO 
ATTNOF: OT 1 Dec 1965 


SUBJECT: UFO 


Foreign Technical Division, AFSC, Wright-Patterson AB, Ohio 


TO: 


he We are attaching a ictter and a negative of a UFO sent by Mr, 


; mnie 26 November 1965 to this office, 


2. We have informed him that we have forwarded them on to you and 
receLye the report 


that his negative will be returned to him after we 1} 
on your findings, 
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Ags, WEISBRICK 
fiformation Officer 
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